Remarks 

, > sm\ ^n pies, , si i n , U i 3S o 4 78 n u x t l Open* 

y m. *\rpk<m heien if, d> t a is ° S i sun J i < e. i ^ s p 

by at least paragraphs [0084], [0087], and [0088] of fee originally-published Specification. No 
claims have been added or cancelled, and thus Claims 69-81 remain pending. 

Claims 69-79 stand rejected under 35 US* § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ando m 
view of Tahara. Claims 80-81 stand rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wti in view of Tahara.. The Applicant respectfully submits thai Claims 69-81 are patentable over 
the art of record and respectfully refers the Examiner to the above claim amendments and the 
reasons set forth below. 

Claim 69 recites "a no* of distributing video sequences j a coded stream," where the 
coded stream is made up of a succession of frames. Each frame includes "at least one intra- 
frame coded image (I picture) and -at least one Prediction coded image corresponding to 
difrerences between at least two images of the succession of images " An original coded stream 
is analyzed prior to transmission, and a first modified stream and a second stream are generated, 
tfo two generate streams e sepa -k x transmitted from a server to a destination device. At 
the destination device, the first modified stream and the second stream are synthesized to 
reconstruct the original stream. 

rhe firs lod < tream, as recite< laim 69 r r modifk rediction codec 
image and an I picture that is not modified. The modified Prediction coded image is a randomly 
generated image or a result of swapping two Prediction coded images, so that the modification 
from the at least one Prediction coded image results in a visually altered video sequence. The 
first modified stream maintains an encoding system applied to the original coded stream after the 
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modification. The second stream includes digital information for allowing reconstruction from 
the modified Prediction coded image. Thus, the method according to Claim 69 modifies the 
Prediction coded image so that an encoding system, such as an MPEG reader, is not disturbed by 
the modifications. The second stream is sent separately from the first modified stream to prevent 
e ) » of the o gin code* Pure i >eing nade am istribi ted Ffaen the i c 3 nee 1 1 the 
second stream, which provides for a reconstruction to the original coded stream, is used with the 
first modified stream for reconstruction at the destination device. 

Ando is directed to a compression algorithm that attempts to remove some frames and 
replace them with data that allows for reconstruction. With reference to PIG. 3 of Ando, Ando 
describes that a series of frames of moving images are transmitted to a prediction error 
accumulating device 22 and a delay device 23. Ando states that, "in the prediction error 
accumulating device 22, prediction errors of die frames are calculated one after another, mid 
absolute values of the prediction errors are calculated." (See : column 9, lines 39-46 of Ando.) 
The delay device 23 is "for delaying frames input to the apparatus 21 until the prediction errors 
of the group of frames are accumulated in the prediction error accumulating device 22." (See 
column 9, lines 13-16 of Ando.) 

The Applicant respectfully submits that the frames described by Ando are in sharp 
contrast to the streams of Claim 69. In particular, in Claim 69, the modified stream is built by 
either replacing a frame by a randomly generated frame or by swapping two frames. Thus the 
modified stream of Claim 69 does not contain prediction error datt as does xe an es< bed 
by Ando, but instead is part of the original stream. Moreover, the resulting modified stream of 
Claim 69 is the s e data size as riginal strean me is either ced t 

frame or two frames are swapped, neither of which affects the size of the stream. This is in sharp 
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contrast to Ando, in which the stream of prediction errors of the frames are not the equivalent 
data size as the original series of frames. 

Moreover, the compression algorithm and technique described by Ando results in a single 
stream of data {'"output data'" from buffer memory 40 in FIG. 3 of Ando), which is in contrast to 
the separation of the two streams that are separately sent in Claim 69. 

Thus, the Applicant respectfully submits that Ando does not disclose the feature of the 
original eoded stream being analyzed and generated into a first modified stream and a second 
stream as recited in Claim 69. 

fhe Reject) t acknowledges that Ando fails t< < s e the feature o 'synthesizing sah 
first modified stream and said second stream at the destination device to reconstruct said original 
coded stream., separately transmitting the two generated streams from a server to a destination 
device," as recited in Claim 69. The rejection turns to Tahara for this teaching. (See Page 4 of 
the Office Action of January 24, 201 1.) 

Tahara is directed to splicing video streams for digital broadcasting. Splicing refers to 
"the teehiiicine of connecting two different eoded hit streams so as to generate connected bit 
streams," i.e.. editing and connecting coded streams. (See column 3, lines 28-34 of Tahara.) 
Tahara' s system aims to edit coded streams received at a local station by a key station by 
replacing part of the coded stream with a coded stream portion created or stored at the local 
station, i.e., connecting two different coded bit streams. Tahara's digital broadcasting system 
includes a key station 30 and a local station 40. At the key station 30, video and audio data for 

uwi' n ^ ii^ t 1 <■ 1 1 d \e« v I I e i < n \ 

transport stream, (See Fig. 7 and column 9, lines 24-65 of Tahara.) At the local station 40, the 
i2 d tran ream e m verted into elen reams, coded 
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recorded. >v p ed a the local station 40. (Set Fig 7 and coiun s 10. 

line 9-colomn 1 1, line 21 of Tahara.) 

The Applicant respectfully submits that Tahara 5 s system does not synthesize a first 
modified stream and a second stream to reconstruct an original coded stream and does not 
separately transmit the two generated streams from a server to a destination device, as recited in 
C rn 69 haste; >f s\ ntbcsi/ l ed \trca? id a second stream to 

T i s ' o«svp>£ i « v i u s * u v ' L oi 

their own (emphasis added). In Tahara there is no second stream that includes information 
neeessar) tbi a reconstruction ol the first modified stream to the original stream Instead. 
Tahara' s digital broadcasting system deals with . 1 ^ The 

elementary streams referenced in the Rejection are streams tliat form a service, such as video, 
audio, arid data streams. (See Page 4 of the Office Action of January 24, 201 1.) Each of these 
streams are complete and are not formed by removing elements from the original stream, as 
reeded in Claim 69. 

Moreover, the Applicant respectfully submits that Tahara does not remedy the 
deficiencies described above with respect, to Ando. In particular, Tahara does not describe 
enen g a first n i ds am and a second stream as recited in Claim 69. 

Therefore, as the combination of Ando and Tahara does not disc se eat e ire recite 
in Clai v tK plic respectful! bm t Clai t >le it < \ 

combination of Ando and Tahara. 

independent Claim 78 recites, similar to Claim 69. the creation of a first modified stream 
and a second stream from an original coded stream. Therefore, the Applicant respectfully 
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submits that Clalro 78 is patentable over Ando and Tahara for the same reasons described above 
with respect to Claim 69. 

With respect to independent Claim 80, the Rejection relies on the combination of Wu and 
Tahara in the rejection. However, neither Wu nor Tahara disclose the first modified stream sod 
the second stream as recited in Claim 80. 

Wu discloses a general description of the MPEG format with the I and F frame. Wu does 
not teach or suggest the step of forming a second stream that is distinct from the first stream, 
which is recited in claim 80. The Applicant respectfully submits that the rejection's 
characterization of Wif s teaching of the I frame and the F frame as equivalent to the two streams 
recited in the rejected Claim 80 is in error. In sharp contrast to teaching the I and P frame as 
each representing separate streams, Wu teaches that the I and P frame are part of a OOP in a 
single scream. For example, Wu states that ''Each Group of Pictures contains one I-frame, 
multiple P-frames and B-frames" (See column 4, lines 43-44; , see also column 3, lines 18-30 of 
Wu (discussing a sin gle MPEG data stream as including I frames, P-frames, and B-frames).} 
Because Wu teaches that the I-frame and P-frame are each part, of a single GOP or single MPEG 
data stream, one skilled in the art would understand that Wu does not teach two separate streams. 

Additionally, as described above with respect to Claim 69, Tahara also does not describe 
generating a first modified stream and a second stream as recited in Claim 80. 

Therefore, as the combination of Wu and Tahara does not disclose each feature recited in 
Claim 80, the Applicant respectfully submits that Claim 80 is patentable over any theoretical 
combination of Ando and Tahara. 

the Applicant respectfully submits that the above differences set forth with respect to 
\m ira, and \\ such tl ; it x i~ > u an 1 > i 
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a method, system, and device tot contains each and every ■'■feIM^d- : aspecti6f ^ie : -'saiSj}^:t matter 
recited in independent Claims 69, 78, and 80, respectively, and their respective dependent 
Claims 70-77, 79, and S The A t ttu •> * he pei eg cla t 

allowable over Ando, Tahara, and Wu. 

In view of the foregoing, the Applicant submits that the entire Application is now in 
condition for allowance, which action is earnestly requested. 



Respectfully submitted. 




T. Daniel Christenbun 
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Attorney for Applicant 
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Reg. No. 56:239 
Patent Agent for Applicant 
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